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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 2, 3, 5-13, 15-22, 24, 25 and 29-44 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Although a new ground of rejection has been used to address additional 
limitation that have been added to claims 5, 17, and 29, a response is considered 
necessary for several of applicants arguments since the Arellano reference will 
continue to be used to meet several claimed limitations. 

Regarding claim 5, applicant argues Arellano fails to disclose a data processing 
system. The examiner disagrees, Arellano clearly teaches a data processing system as 
described below. The applicant's arguments are not persuasive. 

Regarding claims 17 and 29, in response to applicant's argument that there is no 
suggestion to combine the Arellano and Elenbaas references, the examiner recognizes 
that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, 
or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). In this case, the applicant argues there is no suggestion or motivation in 
Arellano or Elenbaas to provide non-monotonic reasoning. The examiner respectfully 
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disagrees one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize the advantages of using non- 
monotonic logic in knowledge based systems, such as Elenbaas and Arellano, are its 
ability to provide a more robust system that is capable of supporting the integration and 
reuse of hybrid logics from different domains because technological advancements in 
knowledge based systems are unpredictable. In other words, there are many different 
types of logic that can be used in knowledge based systems, however the systems that 
are more robust with longer longevity and compatibility are the ones that are able to use 
more than one type of logic, i.e., they are not monotonic. The applicant's arguments are 
not persuasive. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 2 recites "the 
demodulated content" it should be changed to -the demultiplexed content-. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claims 21, 22, 31 and 32 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of 
improper dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous 
claim. Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the 
claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. The 
respective limitations of claims 21, 22, 31 and 32 fail to further limit the idependent 
claims from which they depend. 
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Claim 43 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 43 recites "the 
non-monotonic logic" it should be changed to depend on claim 42 to "avoid antecedent 
issues. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 2, 3, and 5-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. The independent claim 5 lines 3-4, claims the 
limitation "a demultiplexer which demultiplexes at least visual, audio, and multimedia 
content and user behavior into data components". However Fig. 4 shows the 
demultiplexer 401 demultiplexing visual, audio, and multimedia content but not user 
behavior. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 3, 5, 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Arellano et al. (US 2004/0128624 A1). 

Regarding claim 5 Arellano teaches a data processing system (fig. 7) comprising: 
a demultiplexer (par. 103, line 13; Arellano inherently teaches a demux to 
separate the various data components received via the network fig. 18 for processing) 
which demulitplexes at least visual, audio, and multimedia content (par.33) and user 
behavior data components (par. 83, in which multimedia [including visual and audio, TV, 
etc.] content is received via a network device, e.g., TV, set-top, computer; par. 696; par. 
86, lines 9-10; par. 91, line 1-6; par. 103; fig. 17, 18, 19); 

one or more content analyzer routines (engines) which analyze the data 
components (par. 88; 91 ; 1 14; 127, lines 6-16; par. 128) to derive at least facts from the 
relevant user experience (interaction data; par. 88; 153; 321-322) and behavior 
(patterns and trends; par. 85, lines 4-6; par. 88); 

a store computer routine (modeling system) which stores at least the derived facts 
(par. 90; 112), user experience (par. 90; 114) and behavior (par. 114), other facts 
(community derived facts; par. 114, lines 10-13) and information (program schedule, 
application specific information, delivery device characteristics, etc; par. 39, lines 6-9 
par. 154; par. 83; par. 118), and user inputs (par. 89) responsive to user queries (par. 
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105. lines 1-3.11-13; par. 127; par. 153) into an adaptive memory (fig. 18-20; par. 128; 
par. 174; par. 92. lines 3-6, 9-11; par. 39, lines 29-33; par. 42, lines 1-6; par. 82, lines 4- 
7; par. 84, line 9; par. 105. line 9; par. 193-195) with a hierarchy (par 100. lines 5-8; 
par. 176; par. 177. lines 12-16; par. 890; par. 908, lines 1-5, 14-15) of linked (correlated) 
index (categorized) nodes (groups and subgroups of features that comprise content 
elements, e.g., keywords, content type, semantics, etc.) (fig. 25, 28, 30; par. 95; 112; 
par. 170; 173; 176; 747-749; 881-882), each node corresponding to subcategory 
(subclass) of information (par. 908, lines 4-10; fig. 25, 28); and 

a reasoning and fact reconciling computer routine (agent/expert; par. 85 &16; 92; 
95; par. 171, lines 6-8; par. 190, lines 6-10; par. 321-322) which controls the adaptive 
memory to create at least one link (similarity correlation) to a content node (par. 92, 
lines 7-12; par. 95. lines 4-6; par. 225; 881-882; fig. 25 & 28; in which the system 
creates correlation/links to the user model based on feature/feature-values of content 
elements for predicting and realizing user interests, preference, and behavior; par. 205 
features serve as the link between the user and content) and weak links to other index 
nodes, which weak links do not fit into the hierarchy (creates links to other index nodes 
that are not based on the subcategories of information/content, i.e., the feature/feature- 
value nodes) (situation-action pairs, do not fit into the pragmatic feature-value hierarchy 
which is application specific, i.e., content based [par. 136, 138; par 19, lines 7-11 & par 
21. lines 1-8], and are used to provide other cognitive indexing nodes, i.e.. categorizing 
groups and sub-groups, based on a user's goals or persona, which are not connected to 
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the application/content hierarchy; par. 139-140; par. 19, lines 4-7; par. 171, lines 10-13; 
fig. 13; par. 91; par. 20; par. 21, lines 16-19; par. 83). 

Regarding claim 3, Arellano teaches the facts derived from content comprise a 
summary (characterizations) of a relevant piece of content (par. 109, lines 16-21; par. 

100; par. 112). 

Regarding claims 7, Arellano teaches the facts derived from user behaviors 
include at least one record of presence of the user (par. 118-119). 

Regarding claim 8, Arellano teaches the facts derived from user behaviors 
include at least one record of queries (request) (par. 127-128; par. 105, lines 1-3,11-13; 
par. 153). 

Regarding claim 9, Arellano teaches at least one snapshot, which snapshot acts 
as a bias toward a longer term view of user behavior (par. 90, 737; par. 190, lines 8-12; 
par. 29, lines 7-10; par. 39, lines 30-33; par. 128; par. 18; in which snapshots 
maintained for longer/continuing time period, for analyzing/finding future trends and 
patterns). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have b.een obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Arellano et al. (US 2004/0128624 A1) and Maissel et al. (US 6,637,029 B1). 

Regarding claim 2, Arellano teaches the facts derived from content comprise 
information supplemental information about the content (par. 112). 

However Arellano fails to specifically disclose a name of at least one person who 
participated in creation of a relevant piece of content. 

In an analogous art, Maissel teaches a name of at least one person who 
participated in creation of a relevant piece of content for filtering out content preferred 
by the user (col. 11, lines 14-26; col. 12, lines 16-26). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicant's invention to modify the system of Arellano to include a name of at least one 
person who participated in creation of a relevant piece of content for filtering out content 
preferred by the user for the added advantage of providing additional information about 
the user's preferences to increase the effectiveness of the user model. 
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Regarding claims 6, Arellano teaches the facts derived from user behaviors as 
discussed in claim 5 above and further teaches capturing user behavior/interactions 
(par. 89-90; par. 132; par. 140). 

However, Arellano fails to specifically disclose at least one record of play 
sequence commands. 

In an analogous art Maissel teaches at least one record of play sequence 
commands for determining user behavior, e.g., channel surfing (col. 17, lines 17-61). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicant's invention to modify the system of Arellano to include at least one record of 
play sequence commands for the added advantages of increased user comfort by 
enabling the EPG to perform the user's preferred actions automatically (Maissel - col. 
45-50). 

8. Claims 10-13. 34-38 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Arellano et al. (US 2004/0128624 A1) and Akella et al. (US 
2002/0178146 A1). 

Regarding claim 10, Arellano teaches a data processing system comprising: 
a memory (fig. 18-20; it is inherent to have memory in a computer environment) 
with a hierarchy (par. 100, lines 5-8; par. 176; par. 177. lines 12-16; par. 890; par. 908, 
lines 1-5, 14-15) of linked (correlated) index (categorized) and content nodes (groups 
and subgroups of features that comprise content elements, e.g., keywords, content 
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type, semantics, etc.) (fig. 25, 28, 30; par. 95; 1 12; par. 170; 173; 176; 747-749; 881- 
882); 

at least one processor (fig. 18, 19, 20, it is inherent to liave processor in a 
computer server environment; par. 193, line 1-2) which perform operations to make the 
memory into a personal adaptive memory (fig. 18-20; par. 128; par. 174; par. 92, lines 
3-6, 9-11; par. 39, lines 29-33; par. 42, lines 1-6; par. 82, lines 4-7; par. 84, line 9; par. 
105, line 9; par. 193-195), the processor being programmed with code (software) to 
perform operations (par. 41, 82, 107, 199-200) including the following: 

capturing content experienced by a relevant user (par. 190, lines 6-12; par. 84, 
lines 9-1 1;par. 88, lines 4-6; par. 89, 127,128; par. 171, lines 1-7) and the relevant 
user's behaviors (par. 85, lines 5-9; par. 88, lines 5-11; par. 90; par. 91, lines 7-11; par. 
92, line 3-6; par. 114, lines 3-9; par. 190, lines 12-17); 

analyzing the content and behaviors to create updated content and behavior data 
(par. 88; 91; 114; 127, lines 6-16; par. 128; par. 105. lines 1-3,9-13; par. 139-140); and 

updating the adaptive personal memory with updated data (par. 105, lines 1-3,9- 
13; par. 139-140); 

periodically generating a snapshot of user viewed content and user behavior 
each in a preceding period since generation of a prior snapshot (par. 90, 737; par. 190, 
lines 8-12; par. 29, lines 7-10; par. 39, lines 30-33; par. 128; par. 18; in which the 
snapshot are maintained for longer/continuing time period for analyzing/finding future 
trends and patterns in content experienced/interacted); 
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However Arellano fails to specifically disclose analyzing a series of the 
snapshots. 

In an analogous art Akella teaches it is desirable to analyze a series of 
snapshots in order to detect changes in user information and determine historical trends 
(Abstract; par. 9; par. 10, lines 1-5; par. 23, lines 1-6; par. 24; par. 27. lines 15-21). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the system of Arellano to include analyzing a series of the snapshots as taught by 
Akella for the added advantage of reduced memory requirements and more efficiently 
determining when, why and how new snapshots are taken (Akella - par. 24). 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 38, Arellano in view of Akella teach the operations 
further comprise interfacing with the user (Arellano-par. 1 17-126; par. 110; par. 183; 
par. 154-155; par. 27, lines 10-12) and acquiring more data from the user (par. 128; par. 
114, lines 7-9). 

Regarding claims 12 and 41, Arellano in view of Akella teach interfacing further 
comprises one of recommending new content based on the adaptive personal memory 
(Arellano-par. 147, lines 1-8). 

Regarding claim 13, Arellano in view of Akella teach determining a level of 
interest in a particular content (web page) responsive to one of what queries (web page 
request) were made (Arellano-par. 190). 
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Regarding claims 34, 36 and 44, Arellano teaches a computer program 
embodying code for causing the data processing device (fig. 18, 19, 20, it is inherent to 
have processor in a computer server environment; par. 193, line 1-2) to perfomri 
operations (par 82, lines 6-10; par. 89, lines 3-4; par. 41, 107, 199-200) to maintain at 
least one adaptive personal memory (fig. 18-20; par. 128; par. 174; par. 92, lines 3-6, 9- 
11; par. 39, lines 29-33; par. 42, lines 1-6; par. 82, lines 4-7; par. 84, line 9; par. 105, 
line 9; par. 193-195) with information including personal information (par. 91, lines 6- 
10), facts derived from content experienced by at least one relevant user (par. 190, lines 
6-12; par. 84, lines 9-11;par. 88, lines 4-6; par. 89, 127,128; par. 171, lines 1-7), facts 
derived from the relevant user's behavior (par. 85, lines 5-9; par. 88, lines 5-11; par. 90; 
par. 91, lines 7-11; par. 92, line 3-6; par. 114, lines 3-9; par. 190. lines 12-17), the 
computer program embodying code for: 

capturing content experienced by a relevant user (par. 190, lines 6-12; par. 84, 
lines 9-11;par. 88. lines 4-6; par. 89, 127,128; par. 171. lines 1-7); 

capturing the relevant user's behaviors (par. 85. lines 5-9; par. 88, lines 5-1 1 ; 
par. 90; par. 91, lines 7-11; par. 92, line 3-6; par. 114, lines 3-9; par. 190, lines 12-17); 

updating the adaptive personal memory (par. 105, lines 1-3,9-13; par. 139-140); 

periodically creating a snapshot depicting the captured relevant user's 
experienced content and behavior over a preceding period (par. 90, 737; par. 190, lines 
8-12; par. 29, lines 7-10; par. 39. lines 30-33; par. 128; par. 18; in which the snapshot is 
maintained for longer/continuing time period for analyzing/finding future trends and 
patterns in content experienced/interacted); 
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analyzing the snapshot to develop patterns trends and tendencies in the relevant 
user's behavior (737; par. 190, lines 8-12; par. 29, lines 7-10; par. 39, lines 30-33; par. 
128; par. 18; in which the snapshot is maintained for longer/continuing time period for 
analyzing/finding future trends and patterns in content experienced/interacted as 
discussed above); and 

pushing (recommending content) to the relevant user in accordance with the 
patterns, trends, and tendencies developed from the snapshots (par. 147, lines 1-8; 
content is recommended based on the user model which is in accordance with the 
patterns, trends, and tendencies developed from the snapshots). 

However Arellano fails to specifically disclose analyzing a plurality of the 
snapshots. 

In an analogous art Akella teaches it is desirable to analyze a series of 
snapshots in order to detect changes in user infonnation and determine historical trends 
(Abstract; par. 9; par. 10, lines 1-5; par. 23, lines 1-6; par. 24; par. 27, lines 15-21). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the system of Arellano to include analyzing a series of the snapshots as taught by 
Akella for the added advantage of reduced memory requirements and more efficiently 
determining when, why and how new snapshots are taken (Akella - par. 24). 

Regarding claim 35 it is analyzed and rejected similar to claim 7 above. 
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Regarding claim 37, Arellano in view of Akella teach the operations further 
comprise 

capturing content (movies) summaries (EPG/characterizations) of the content 
experienced by the relevant user (par. 109, lines 16-21; par. 100; par. 1 12; par. 148); 
and 

analyzing the captured content (par. 88; par. 91, lines 1-6; par. 1 14; par. 127, 
lines 6-16) and content summaries (par. 110,127) and behaviors (par. 88,1 14.128) to 
create updated personal data (par. 88; 153; 321-322); 

updating the adaptive memory with the updated personal data (par. 128; par. 
139-140; par. 105, lines 1-3,9-13; par. 139-140). 

9. Claims 15, 39 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arellano et al. (US 2004/0128624 A1) and Akella et al. (US 2002/0178146 A1) as 
applied to claims 10 and 34 above and in further view of Elenbaas et al. (US 
2005/0028194 Al). 

Regarding claims 15, 39 and 42, Arellano in view of Akella teach the system is a 
multi-agent, multi-paradigm (multi-standard) modeling system (Arellano-par. 84. lines 9- 
11) that may represent content with a plurality oif representations (par. 751-752). 
Arellano in view of Akella even further teaches the system is an MVC that promotes 
modularity and decoupling of application data/content from the mechanisms that 
manipulate the data which enables software reuse (interoperability) (Arellano-par. 107). 
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However Arellano in view of Akella fail to specifically disclose non-monotonic 

logic. 

However In an analogous art, Elenbaas teaches it is desirable and well known in 
the art to use non-monotonic logic as a tool to filter programming in accordance with 
user preferences (par. 46, lines 10-20; par. 111). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the Applicant's invention to modify the system of Arellano in view of Akella to include 
use of non-monotonic logic as taught by Elenbaas for the added advantage of providing 
a more robust system that is capable of supporting the integration and reuse of hybrid 
(non-monotonic) logics from different domains (Arellano - par. 92, 106-107; par. 84, 
lines 9-11; par. 751-752; par. 26) because technological advancements in knowledge 
based systems are unpredictable. 

10. Claims 16, 40 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arellano et al. (US 2004/0128624 A1), Akella et al. (US 2002/0178146 A1) and 
Elenbaas et al. (US 2005/0028194 Al) as applied to claims 10 and 15, and 34 and 39 
above and in further view of Boloker et al. (US 2002/0194388 Al). 

Regarding claims 16, 40, and 43, Arellano in view of Akella and Elenbaas teach 
the systems logic/reasoning processes are introspective and continuously reevaluate 
the importance of features of the user model (Arellano-par. 92, lines 3-9) and further 
that the system uses heuristics, i.e., trial-and-error, to generate presentations (par. 125). 
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Arellano in view of Akella and Elenbaas even further teach that when a user desires to 
expand/discover new content the system reanalyzes the model logic and determines 
the relevance/effectiveness of the model logic so that the system is self-improving 
(Arellano-par. 127, line 6-par. 128; par. 321-322) and that the user model is based on 
the user's continuing tendency to select certain contents/subjects, i.e., the current 
models prediction logic is contingent upon the user's future possible actions which may 
change overtime accordingly changing the models prediction logic (Arellano-par. 190), 
e.g., the user may continuously view www.xyz.com/bowling this week so the current 
model logic adapts the browser to automatically go to that page when the user request 
www.xyz.com, however in the future if the user's tendency changes to going to 
www.xyz.com/fishing instead the model prediction logic will adapt of change because 
the past logic is no longer valid therefore the model logic is contingent upon predictions 
being held true or false [par. 910]. 

However, Arellano in view of Akella and Elenbaas fail to specifically disclose 
using modal logic. 

However in an analogous art Boloker teaches in an MVC system it is desirable to 
use modal logic (par. 81) for automatic adaptation of application based on user 
preferences while simultaneously enabling unpredictable modality changes based on 
the users actions (par 82, lines 3-5,10-17). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the applicant's invention to modify the system of Arellano in view of Akella and 
Elenbaas to include using modal logic as taught by Boloker, for the added advantage of 
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increasing the learning and adaptive capability of the system which will generate better 
user model and increase user satisfaction (Arellano-par. 190, lines 15-17). 

1 1 . Claims 1 7, 20-22, 24, 25, and 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Arellano et al. (US 2004/0128624 A1) In view of Boloker et al. 
(US 2002/01 94388 A1 ) and Elenbaas et al. (US 2005/00281 94 A1 ). 

Regarding claims 17, 20-22 and 29-32, Arellano teaches a data processing 
system comprising an adaptive memory (fig. 18-20; par. 128; par. 174; par. 92, lines 3- 
6, 9-11; par. 39, lines 29-33; par. 42, lines 1-6; par. 82, lines 4-7; par. 84. line 9; par. 
105, line 9; par. 193-195) with a hierarchy (par. 100, lines 5-8; par. 176; par. 177, lines 
12-16; par. 890; par. 908, lines 1-5, 14-15) of linked (correlated) nodes (groups and 
subgroups of features that comprise content elements, e.g., keywords, content type, 
semantics, etc.) (fig. 25. 28, 30; par. 95; 112; par. 170; 173; 176; 747-749; 881-882) and 
weak links outside the hierarchy (links to other Index nodes that are not based on the 
subcategories of infonnation/content, i.e., the feature/feature-value nodes) (situation- 
action pairs, do not fit into the pragmatic feature-value hierarchy which is application 
specific, i.e.. content based [par. 136, 138; par. 19, lines 7-11 & par. 21, lines 1-8; par. 
91, lines 1-7]. and are used to provide other cognitive nodes, i.e., categorizing groups 
and sub-groups, based on a user's goals or persona, which are not connected to the 
application/content hierarchy; par. 139-140; par. 19, lines 4-7; par. 171, lines 10-13; fig. 
13; par. 91; par. 20; par. 21, lines 16-19; par. 83); 
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at least one processor which maintains the adaptive memory in accordance with 
ongoing user behaviors and content experience by implementing code for performing 
operations including: 

forming at least one query, responsive to the adaptive memory (par. 105, lines 
1 1-13;par. 153). for one of recommending new content based on the adaptive personal 
memory (par. 147, lines 1-8; in which the analysis engine queries the user 
model/memory) and capturing content experienced by a the user (par. 190, lines 6-12; 
par. 84, lines 9-11;par. 88, lines 4-6; par. 89, 127,128; par. 171, lines 1-7) and the user's 
relevant behavior (par. 85, lines 5-9; par. 88, lines 5-11; par. 90; par. 91. lines 7-11; par. 
92, line 3-6; par. 114. lines 3-9; par. 190. lines 12-17); 

analyzing the experienced content (par. 88; par. 91, lines 1-6; par. 114; par. 127, 
lines 6-16), the user behavior (par. 88,1 14.128), and responses to the at least one 
query (par. 153,114) to create updated data (par. 88; 153; 321-322); and 

updating the adaptive memory with the updated data (par. 105, lines 1-3,9-13; 
par. 139-140). 

Arellano further teaches the systems logic/reasoning processes are introspective 
and continuously reevaluate the importance of features of the user model (par. 92, lines 
.3-9) and further that the system uses heuristics, i.e., trial-and-error, to generate 
presentations (par. 125). Arellano even further teaches that when a user desires to 
expand/discover new content the system reanalyzes the model logic and determines 
the relevance/effectiveness of the model logic so that the system is self-improving (par. 
127, line 6-par. 128; par. 321-322) and that the user model is based on the user's 
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continuing tendency to select certain contents/subjects, i.e., the current models 
prediction logic is contingent upon the user's future possible actions which may change 
over time accordingly changing the models prediction logic (par. 190), e.g., the user 
may continuously view www.xyz.com/bowling this week so the current model logic 
adapts the browser to automatically go to that page when the user request 
www.xyz.com, however in the future if the user's tendency changes to going to 
www.xyz.com/fishing instead the model prediction logic will adapt of change because 
the past logic is no longer valid therefore the model logic is contingent upon predictions 
being held true or false [par. 910]. Even furthermore Arellano teaches the system is a 
multi-agent, multi-paradigm (multi-standard) modeling system (par. 84, lines 9-11) that 
may represent content with a plurality of representations (par. 751-752). Arellano even 
further teaches the system is an MVC that promotes modularity and decoupling of 
application data/content from the mechanisms that manipulate the data which enables 
software reuse (interoperability) (par. 107). 

However, Arellano fails to specifically disclose using modal non-monotonic logic. 

However in an analogous art Boloker teaches in an MVC system it is desirable to 
use modal logic (par. 81) for automatic adaptation of application based on user 
preferences while simultaneously enabling unpredictable modality changes based on 
the users actions (par. 82, lines 3-5,10-17). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the applicant's invention to modify the system of Arellano to include using modal logic 
as taught by Boloker, for the added advantage of increasing the learning and adaptive 
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capability of the system which will generate better user model and increase user 
satisfaction (Arellano-par. 190, lines 15-17). 

Arellano in view of Boloker fail to specifically disclose non-monotonic logic. 

However In an analogous art, Elenbaas teaches it is desirable and well known in 
the art to use non-monotonic logic as a tool to filter programming in accordance with 
user preferences (par. 46, lines 10-20; par. 111). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the Applicants invention to modify the system of Arellano to include use of non- 
monotonic logic as taught by Elenbaas for the added advantage of providing a more 
robust system that is capable of supporting the integration and reuse of hybrid (non- 
monotonic) logics from different domains (Arellano - par. 92, 106-107; par. 84, lines 9- 
11; par. 751-752; par. 26) because technological advancements in knowledge based 
systems are unpredictable. 

Regarding claims 20, 25 and 33, they are analyzed and rejected similar to claim 
9 above. 

Regarding claim 24 it is analyzed and rejected similar to claim 7 above. 

12. Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Arellano et al. (US 2004/0128624 A1), Boloker et al. (US 2002/0194388 A1), and 
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Elenbaas et al. (US 2005/0028194 A1) as applied to claim 17 above and further in view 
of Sezan et al. (US 2005/0091686 Al). 

Regarding claims 18, Arellano in view of Boloker and Elenbaas teach seeking 
(identifying) new content having content models in common with previously experienced 
(interacted) content (Arellano-par. 112; par. 147; par. 91, lines 6). 

However Arellano in view of Boloker and Elenbaas fails to specifically disclose a 
participant. 

In an analogous art, Sezan teaches it is desirable to identify participants (e.g., 
directors, actors, etc.) in new content in common with previously watched content for 
searching and filtering out content of preferred by the user (par. 47, lines 1-7; par. 41 , 
lines 3-10; par. 42. lines 21-35; par. 45, lines 20-27). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the Applicant's invention to modify the system of Arellano in view of Boloker and 
Elenbaas to include the limitation a participant as taught by Sezan for the advantage of 
increasing user convenience and satisfaction by identifying new content the user would 
like by enabling the user model/profiler to acknowledge the user's preferred actors, 
directors, etc. 

Regarding claims 19, Arellano in view of Boloker and Elenbaas teach seeking 
(identifying) new content having content models in common with previously experienced 
(interacted) content (Arellano-par. 112; par. 147; par. 91, lines 6). 
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However Arellano in view of Boloker and Elenbaas fails to specifically disclose 
summary information. 

In an analogous art, Sezan teaches it is desirable to identify summary (program 
profile, e.g., stars in the movie, rating, keywords, categories, etc.) information in new 
content in common with previously watched content for searching and filter out content 
of preferred by the user (par. 47, lines 1-7; par. 41, lines 3-10; par. 42, lines 21-35; par. 
45, lines 20-27). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the Applicant's invention to modify the system of Arellano in view of Boloker and 
Elenbaas to include the limitation summary information as taught by Sezan for the 
advantage of increasing user convenience and satisfaction by identifying new content 
the user would like by enabling the user model/profiler to acknowledge the user's 
preferred content profiles. 

Conclusion 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clyde H. Jones III whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5946. The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5:30 p. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on 571-272-7294. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Infomiation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated Information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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